
From: "Lewicki, Chris" <Lewicki.Chris@epa.gov>
To: "Brown, Leah" <Brown.Leah@epa.gov>

"Arrigoni, Holly" <Arrigoni.Holly@epa.gov>
CC: "Havard, James" <Havard.James@epa.gov>

"Croxton, David" <Croxton.David@epa.gov>
"Curtin, James" <curtin.james@epa.gov>

Date: 10/30/2017 9:20:10 AM
Subject: RE: Deschutes TMDL Paper

Attachments: Deschutes TMDL NOI Briefing_draft_10232017_v2_JC CLL .docx

Here are a few additional thoughts
 
Chris Lewicki
CWA 303(d) Litigation Coordinator
Watershed Branch
Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds
202-566-1293
 
 
Chris Lewicki

 
From: Brown, Leah 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 11:29 AM
To: Curtin, James ; Arrigoni, Holly 
Cc: Havard, James ; Lewicki, Chris ; Croxton, Dave 
Subject: RE: Deschutes TMDL Paper
 
I’m available at 9:30 PT/12:30 ET. My day is otherwise completely booked.
 
From: Curtin, James 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 6:56 AM
To: Arrigoni, Holly ; Brown, Leah ; Zell, Christopher 
Cc: Havard, James ; Lewicki, Chris 
Subject: RE: Deschutes TMDL Paper
 
I’m generally free all day if you and Leah want to have a call.
 
Jim
 
Jim Curtin
USEPA Office of General Counsel
Water Law Office
202-564-5482
William Jefferson Clinton North Rm. 7451
 
From: Arrigoni, Holly 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 9:11 AM
To: Curtin, James <curtin.james@epa.gov>; Brown, Leah <Brown.Leah@epa.gov>; Zell, Christopher <zell.
christopher@epa.gov>
Cc: Havard, James <Havard.James@epa.gov>; Lewicki, Chris <Lewicki.Chris@epa.gov>
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(12) Lack of NCC is not an excuse to do 

nothing. Use the data we have and 

move forward. No good reason for 

putting things off. The TMDL should 

have addressed nutrients even if data 

were not perfect. 

(13) TMDL does not justify in-stream 

sediment fines target. How does in-

stream fine targets align with WQS? 

(14) Ecology is hesitant to address Capitol 

Lake because of benefits as sediment 

trap, better than a muddy estuary, 

expensive infrastructure changes (Lake 

outlet works, MS4, LOTT facility).   

(15) Checkpoint approach used in 

Columbia dioxin TMDL is an appealing 

large watershed approach. 

(16) Ecology should not get credit for a 

TMDL when the allocations do not 

resolve the DO and nutrient issue. 

(17) Margin of safety and antidegradation 

section is confusing 

(18) Would be willing to consider 

temperature carve out of NCC 

remand. TMDLs for DO, pH should not 

move forward until Budd Inlet is 

completed. Opinion on sediment was 

limited. 

 




